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. : fquali'ty of educational opportunity implies giving ,

e3ach child an -opportunity for unlimited sucgess in the educational

syStem. Equal educational opportdnity requires a particularized

educational response to the charadteristics of the individual, An

csducational finance plah that provides equality of educational -. .
- opportunity should taks into account the factors of district wealth,
v local tax effert, pupil need, cost differentials, and manicipal
overburden. The most common method of equalizing the wealth and
effort factors is through the commitment of state funds for
equalization purposes; the ideal school finance plan guarantees
identical yields for identical effort. A school finance plan must
‘also incorporate a "pupil need®.criterion. The concept of egual
educational expenditures for all children is farther invalidated by
differences in school costs.in different localities. Therefore, a
state equalization.formula must inciude somé form of cost-of-living
index. In addition,®an allowance fo? manicipal overburden sust be
made in the distribution of school funds; such ad justments cangbe
made by use of a-weighted formula that relaites average total taxes
for the state *p total taxes in a school district. (Author/JG)
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FUNDING EDUCATION FE)R MINORITY GROUPS

Dr. Jose A. Cardenas
Executive Director, Intercultural
Development Research Assn.

o

" The last two decades in American education have been characteﬂ;ed

.by the ever-present issue of equality of educational opportunity. 'Brown v Board of

; Edugation marked the beginning of thi;s era thrgugh its attack upon pupil
assignment p?aétices. Studies conducted subsequent to Brown indicate that

~ this litigation and its progeny were massive failures in terms of altering the

. relat'ive poor school performance of minority group children indicatiné that

regardless of the merits of desegregation in itsélf, it cannog remedy other problems

character.istic of the education of minority children.
L :

+

érown v Board of Education has already produced another progeny

. “
which appears more promising for the academic performance of minority children.

Though most of the following cases originated as desegregation cases, a strong

thrust was made into the desegregation of instructional programs. U.S. v Texas,

-

.Keyes v Denver, Lau v Nichdls, Portales v Setna and Aspira v Beard of Education

are typical cases in which the courts have intervened in behalf of minority
students with 'reéulti'ng court orders which are aimed at altering instructional ’

programs to meet the unique needs or characteristics of minority students.

In ‘each of these court cases, the schogl system was mandated to change its ;

in;tructional program offerings to makefit compatible with the charaéte;'i.sﬁgs _
-
of a minority group. S -
Similar efforts m'chépge the plight of instructional offerings to minority -

‘- . » °
children were made through legislation. The Elementary and Secondary Education

Act, Emergerx:chool ~Assista'nce Act, the Civi)Rights Act of 1964 and Equality

of Educational Opportunity Act of 1974 all address the concept of modified instructional
pr%:érqms for atvypi'cal school populations.
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Any changes‘ brouéht'about either through Iitigation or legislation have

N
»

a strong or direct bearing upon the concept of school finance. So much so
that it is possible that in the last decade, American e;ducation will be characterized
by changing financial practices which will produce equality of educational

| opportunity.
Definition of Equality’ of Educational Opportunity » !

Equality of educational opportunity implies giving to each child an opportunity

for unlimited success in the educational systeff. Each child must have tpe

- L]

opportunity to develop to his maximum self-realization.

Equality of educational opportunity does NOT imply that all children: T \

.

have the same potential: It does not imply that Sil children receive an identical \

education, that all children will progress at the same rate, nor that all.children

; . <
will achieve at the.same level.

.

The same variety of characteristics which makes' all chiidren different

demands a variety of instructional programs compatible with these ‘théracteristics. -

ducation iS to be equally accessible tgi,gii children, then education
must in¢ de a variéty of activities in keepmg with differences in age, grade
tevel, socioeconomic backgrounds, physical and intellectual differences, educational

handicaps, and uniqug characteri:.stics o’f.ianguage, culture, ethnicity and ‘ ',

PRI
race.

Equal educational opportunity requires a.particularized educational

response to the characteristics of the'individual. The objective is ndt to handicap 1
s ( ~ N ’

chi'ldijgn'vmo display traits commonly found conducive to school success, but

-
~

racher to neutralize handicaps in our -educational systems which have been

found detrimental to the success of children. : ’ ‘ ‘ |




In order for equality, of educational oppdr:tunity to exist in school instructional ‘
programs, it is necessary that schools have the necessary resources for the

[}
development and implementation of adequate programs.

-

An ideal‘st'ate system of school finance assures that all school systems . *

- it

have equal access to the wealth necessary for acquiring and offering an adequate
school program to all children, regardless of individual characteristics. Failure -
to do so means the continued squandering of our most precious local, state

and national resource -- our children.

(9

Af a result of Rodriguez, a variety of organizations and statg agencies

have devoted considerable attention to tl;"e development of alternative systems

X . ) ¥
of school finance. A

[

Misinterpretation of.the :"equal'aj:cesg to wealth" principle of Rodriguéi )
has often led to the erroneous assumption that equality of educational opportunity

implies equal expenditure for all children. Earl;l'state responses invariably

Y

incorpbratedla "one child, one dollar'l' principle"for the distribation of funds.

. Basic Concepts of School Finance
and Equality of Educational Opportunity

" * I
The Mone child, one dollar" principle tends to create inequalities almost

as severe as the ones attacked by ‘Rodrig-uez. A plan for the financing of the

“public schools which pravide equality of educational opportunity to all children .

of the state should take the fdlowfng five factors into corisideration: wealth,

i, Wealth ) : .

A state pian which delegates to the local school district responéibility

and authority for the collection of taxes to provide 'local funds for the,support

Y

|
effort, pupil need, cost differentials and municipal overburden. . - ' ]
|

§
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of the ‘s&.\ool program must take into consideratien the varying wealth characteristics
of.the school districts, - ‘ ' ,
Varying amounts of texable wealth among the school distrids will produce

substdntnal differences in tax yield. The dlfferences are so Iarge that if no
equallzatnon program is provided in a state Ilke Texas utsllzm; xdentlcal tax
rates, one schoob district will receive 163 times more r'evenue than another.

. Obviousfy, a system of school finance yvhich provides urjlimited and unequalized
taxing authourity to the local school district has a built-in denial of equality
'o/f educational opportunity .

-

//_ Effort -

One of the strongest crmcnsms agamst a full state support system of
public school finance is that such a system would mean the elimination of the
locai effort factor. Traditionally, 1ocal _communities have been given the option -
of self-determination on t e amount of effort they wish to.exercise' in subport \ '
of the schooI; Therefore\x tai rates, ' assess‘ment perqentagee and market
value determinations are very much the prerogative of the local school district
with very little constraints gther than broad maximum tax rates imposed by
the state. Thus, in an ideal tate plan for the fmancmg of the public schools,
a community or school distriet may determine the amount of. effort which it

»

wishes to make in support.of the schools.

The effort factor must be coupled with the wealth factor in order to prq\}ide
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The most common method of building equalization into the wealth and

£y

effort factors is through the comhitment of state funds for equalization purposes.

~ -

Thus, the ideal state plan.for public's‘chool finance guarantees through state

funding identical yie¢lds for identical effort. ' ..

! For example, supposing that school districts A B and C had identical

assessment and tax rates, due to tho.;. differences in-the amount of taxable _@?&

in the three districts, District A raised $500 per pupil through a $1 per $100

valuation tax réte; District B produced $400 per pupil with an identf?hl tax .

rate; and District C}’raiseQ $300 per pupil. The state would provide no fund -
- as;istance to District A; $100 per pupil to District B; and $200 per pupil to

District C. The resulting equalized yield would be as follows:

L3

“ " Per Pupil . . -

. Tax Taxable Tax .\_ﬁa_t_ate . Available
District - Rate Property ‘Yield . Eq lization Per POEiI )
A a:;!qo " $50,000 " $500 oce- §500 - —
B ©1.00 40,000 400 100 ° /' 500
C 1.00 30,000 300 . 200 / 500
~ Pupil Need : . ‘ ” ‘

v

provide eq‘uality—of educational ‘opportunity ca'nnot achieve*/thfs end unless the
formula for distribution also imorbora;es a "need" Erit\erion.

Tho.;. same degree of educatfonal opportdr{itﬂy implies dif?ering types of
educational ‘programs fo‘r different children. Age; grade level; Q:socioeéonom_ic
backgr(;und; anékequipmen\t needed to slfpport t(\e progrgm _will likewise viry. . vo
A blind child needs ciifferéni types of textbooks and énstructional me.dia due tos .

) 3
-the unique handicap which he has. Emotionélly disturbed chiidren cannot be

-

housed, let alone taught, in groups of

- .
thil"ty. "/ [y - * - -
- . ’

v . '
IS [ D
{

A state .«'stten'c\> for the di;.tribtition of school funds which..purports to X
|
1
j
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* Similarly, different amounts of funds are required for the support of an

educationai prgg;-émTfor different children. Age; grade level; socioeconomic
background; physical, in’tellectu.al and educational handicaps; language; and
culturai charar::ﬁeristics all ,réquire unique instructional programs which in
turn require different levels of economic sypport. -
In 1971, the National Educational Financ{e‘F;roject (NEFP) developed a “
system of program cost differentials which give a weighted formula based on
a basic unit of 1.00 for ; typical student and mulitiples of 1,00 per special cétegories.
The following table taken from the NEFP report, "Alternative Programs

Ly

for-Financing Education," gives the weights determined for various categories.




. 1968-69
Program c - X
(1) ‘ ’ -
Early Childhood and - . P
. Elementary- Education ° . :
E 1. Parent Education Program
’ Z. Nursery School 3- & 4- year-olds .
- 3. Kmderg;rten
I. . Subtotal \
’ 4, Extended pay-Ca\(e Program
) 5. Special Education:
. . Severely Handicapped Mentally '
b, ¢ Physically (Grades~ 6 and below)
* 6. Detention Schools:
Severely Maladjusted Socially
- & Emotionally (Grades: 6 and below)
7., Compensatory Programs:
< ‘ ~ Remedian for emotional
‘ » educational difficulties
(Grades: 6 and below) .
8. Basic Education {(Grades: 1-6)
Il. Subtotal . ?
. ‘ Secondary Educatlon
9. Special Education: .
Severely Handicapped Mentally
) ¢ Physically (Grades: 7-12)
10. Detention Schools:
Severely Maladjusted Socially
) & Emotionally (Grades: -7-12)
11 Compensatory Programs:
Remediation for emotional
difficulties (Grades: 7-12)
12. - Vocational Education N
. o (CGrades: 7-12) - N
’ 13. Basic Education

Aggregate Measure of

.Program Cost leferentxals

. (Grades: 7-32). * - \

L

—
Average Per

Pupil Cost «

. Differential
4)

1.40

T 1.40
‘- 1.30

1.30

2:03
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Cost Différentials~ * 7 o o p

“areas. T

x3

. A o » v ’ -

»

a -d quallty of educatlon that & tax dollar may purchase in dlfferent Iocalltles
Intrastate d‘fferences in cost are further accentuated in the larger states, such '_
as Texas, Callforma and New York, Wthh just on geographic factors alone,
ﬂnd varylng purchase values for the school tax dollar.

- 1n general Iarge metropolltan areas exhlblt a significantly hlgher cost
of llvmg than the rural areas. Regardless of the cause of thls phenomenon,

(SR}

it does exist, so the expendlture of equal amounts for educatwn in dlfferent

A

parts of the state results in the unequal acquisition of educatlona’l goods and
services. The unequal utilization of educational resources (goods and serVI;es)
n produce an mequallty of educational opportunlty |
Therefore, a state equalization. formula must include some form of a cost -.
of’ﬁvmg index for the dlstrlbutlon of the tax dollar ‘ . :

&

g.A recent publlcatlon by The Urban Institute, "The High Cost of Educatlon —

/
in Cltles," by Betsy Levin, Thomas Muller and Corazon Sandoval documents

the cost dlfferentlal among urban, suburban and rural areas.
This study indicates. that the main element in school expenditures which
accounts for the higher costs of edL_:catlon in urban centers is salaries .

Most state salary schedules for personnel p‘rovide for pay increases

on'the basus of experience and tralnlng Slnce urban school districts have

3

significantly more~ erienced teachers, in terms of number of years ln‘the

professuon and h er tl'ained personnel in terms of,degrees and certlflqates-

held, teacher saIarnes in urban centers are higher than in rural or suburban

s, a Iarge portion of higher expendltures for educatlon |n urban

kﬂv

J




_ fails to show that more experience and an increase ih degrees ahd certificates

- is varying cost- of-living levels throughout the state

If the expendutures for salarles were to be kept

centers goes “toward salaries.

‘constant through the OITIISSIOﬂ of t{us factor ina state school flnance program, "

. a

rural areas would have sm:

and better trained teachers. ’ o A s

This problem is further compounded by the fact that research evidence.

2]

leads to higher achievement or productivity in the schools.

: Another factor to be conéldered in equalizing educatuonal opportunity (

‘The ideal state Aplan for the distribution of school funds should provide .

» ——

’

for dufferences in teacher pay in the varibus areas of the state, as well as/an ',

allowance for differences in cost- of—hvung Levun Muller and Sandoval recommend
the use of a "cost- of—educatuon index" for adjustnng expendutures accordnng
to teacher salarnes and cost-of—hvung

Municipal Overburden - : .
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and rural areas. High property values, business and industrial sites tend ) P T~
S/ , ~ [

demands made on the property tax in urban centers

LY

taxung units, the urban centers. frequently have addltional taxmg un|t§, such as

Bes._es the common governmental

“water dlstruc-ts, junior colleges,, health districts, ‘public hospitals, river authorltues, ’

municipal utility districts, etc. Each of these units compete with the school’ - -
district for available funds. N . - K .' ' .
. » 4 Py . .
. / L]
7 o




Lo .
The problem is further\aggravated by the relative high cost of"governmental

servuces in the urban center in contrast to the low cost m'thG' subur@nd rural w0

’ areas. Police and fire protection, street‘-mamtenance sewage garbage dlsposal
. &
. . - ¢
recreational facilities, all tend to come -at a“hlgher price m the cen»tral areas.
0 § o n°
» An allowance for the mumc:palpverburden must be made in the dlstrlbutlon v

. 2

-of school! funds lest the Iarge cmes be upable to prov:de a,n adequate local share of

—

) school funds, or as is the current Arend, prov:de iunds at the expense BV
curtaiiment of other mumcnpai §erv1ces A - o .
SN Adjustments for. mumc:pal‘ overburden can;ge made’ ‘By the use of a weighted
. f6rmula which incorporates the ay/ei"age total ‘taxes for the state divided by
’ ", " .- M T . , , .. A .
_the total taxes in a school‘distrlct ) e : T
/ w - f
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